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In the United States, women tend to publish less than men do and to be overrepresented at
the lower ranks of academia. This study examined the scientific productivity and career
status of female and male psychology faculty in Italian universities. Psychology was
selected as a discipline because for decades, it has had a female majority among its
doctorates. Italy was the case study country because it has one of the highest representations
of women among university faculty. This study’s questions were: What is the representation
of female psychology academics across faculty and high administration ranks? Is the
publication productivity of female psychology academics different from that of their male
peers? Finally, what institutional factors are associated with publication productivity among
psychology academics? Our study focused on the 511 university psychology professors
(250 women and 261 men) listed in 2004 in the Italian Ministry of Education University
and Research website. We examined scientific productivity over 7 years, from 1998 to
2004, using PsycINFO. We found that women represented two thirds of assistant professors
but only one third of full professors and department chairs. Overall, women published
somewhat less (approximately one third less) than men, especially in international journals
and as senior authors. However, consistent with prior evidence, when multiple predictors
were considered together, both academic rank and institutional setting, but not sex-of-
faculty, were associated with publication output. This study confirms prior observations that
a strong female doctoral pipeline and scientific productivity are very slow at influencing the
underrepresentation of women at the top ranks of academia.
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Women in academia are overrepresented in
the lower faculty ranks and are almost absent in
the higher faculty and administrative positions.
Across disciplines, as the amount of power and
status associated with a position increases, the
number of women holding such positions de-
creases (Ceci, Williams, & Barnett, 2009; Eu-
ropean Commission, 2006; Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, 1999). This phenomenon
has been conceptualized as horizontal segrega-
tion (Rossiter, 1980). One explanation for wom-
en’s horizontal segregation in academia is that
women are less scientifically productive than
men are. This theory is based on the assumption
that advancement in academia is at least
strongly influenced, if not determined, by sci-
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entific productivity (Merton, 1973; Rosenfeld &
Jones, 1986).
A commonly used measure of scientific pro-
ductivity is publication rate (e.g., Fox, 1989;
Joy, 2006; Leahey, 2006). Early studies indi-
cated that women published less than men, at
rates around 1:2 (Cole, 1979; Cole & Zucker-
man, 1984; Fish & Gibbons, 1989; Helmreich,
Spence, Beane, Lucker & Matthews, 1980;
Long, 1992; Reskin, 1978). The gender publi-
cation gap reinforced the perception that wom-
en’s segregation in the lower academic ranks
was a result of their inferior scientific produc-
tivity. More recent studies, however, have re-
vealed variability in women’s and men’s publi-
cation productivities, with a majority of studies
reporting small to no gender differences in pub-
lication rates (D’Amico & Di Giovanni, 2000;
Gupta, Kumar, & Aggarwal, 1999; Joy, 2006;
Lemoine, 1992; Long & Fox, 1995; Maass &
Casotti, 2000; Li, Latib, Kwong, Zinzuwadia, &
Cowan, 2007; Mathtech, 1999; Mauleo´n & Bor-
dons, 2006; Sonnert & Holton, 1995; Ward &
Grant, 1996; Xie & Shauman, 1998), especially
when other factors (e.g., rank) affecting produc-
tivity are taken into account, with a few studies
recording significant differences (Goel, 2002;
Maske, Durden, & Gaynor, 2003; Prpic´, 2002).
For example, Sonnert and Holton (1995) found
that women had only one-half fewer publica-
tions than men among former National Science
Foundation postdoctoral fellows did. Similarly,
a study of United States scientists and engineers
reported that women published about 1.4 fewer
articles than men when factors including expe-
rience, academic field, and marital status were
controlled (Mathtech, 1999). Furthermore, a
study of publication rates by members of the
European Association of Social Psychology
(EASP) found that men published more than
women did, but also that men’s per-year pro-
duction weighted for journal prestige was only
slightly higher than that of women. In this
study, the publication gap was least pronounced
in Southern European countries where the per-
centage of women in the field was highest
(Maass & Casotti, 2000). By contrast, Maske
and colleagues (2003) found that United States
female economists published on average about
seven fewer articles than male economists, with
59% of gender-specific differentials left unex-
plained by control variables, such type of uni-
versity (teaching vs. research university).
The role of scientific productivity in wom-
en’s and men’s academic career advancement is
difficult to assess. Studies have found that pub-
lication productivity is influenced by the same
work conditions that also influence career ad-
vancement (Long, 1992; Maske et al., 2003; Xie
& Shaumann, 1998). Conditions such as em-
ployment in a large research institution or hold-
ing a full-time tenure-track position create cu-
mulative positive career effects, including the
strong scientific productivity that promotes ad-
vancement. For example, according to a study
by Long (2001), female doctoral-level scientists
are less likely than their male counterparts to
work full-time in the sciences (including social
and behavioral sciences) and engineering, with
negative implications for women’s scientific
productivity and career advancement. Other
studies found that women are also more likely
than men to work in smaller teaching institu-
tions where research activities are less valued
and supported (Nakhaie, 2002), and to be un-
derrepresented at more prestigious research uni-
versities (Brennan, 1996) where scientific pro-
ductivity is expected and supported. The impor-
tance of institution type is underscored by a
study of faculty members 5 years before and 5
years after moving to a different-size university.
This study found that the publication rate of
individuals who moved to small universities
decreased, while the publication rate of individ-
uals who transferred to larger institutions in-
creased (Allison & Long, 1990). Women’s
overrepresentation in the less publication-
supportive institutions could be both the effect
of past weak scientific productivity as well the
cause of future reduced scientific productivity.
Rank is also an important factor in produc-
tivity. For both women and men, academic rank
and scientific productivity are related. Full pro-
fessors are more productive than associate pro-
fessors who, in turn, usually publish more than
assistant professors (Long, 2001; Noordenbos,
1992). Lee and Bozeman (2005) speculated that
higher rank creates networks and resources, all
of which favor scientific productivity, thus gen-
erating a cumulative positive effect. Accord-
ingly, women’s overrepresentation in the lower
faculty ranks may be both the effect of past
weak scientific productivity as well the cause of
future reduced scientific productivity. One lim-
itation of many early studies of women’s and
men’s scientific productivity is the lack of con-
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sideration for factors such as academic rank or
institution type.
Recent studies documenting a publication
productivity gap focused on either disciplines
(i.e., emergency medicine, Li et al., 2007; eco-
nomics, Maske & colleagues, 2003; material
sciences, Mauleo´n & Bordons, 2006) or cohorts
(i.e., American Economics Association mem-
bers in 1989, Maske & colleagues, 2003) with a
small proportion of female doctorates. Findings
from such studies may not be generalizable to
disciplines such as psychology, which for de-
cades have produced a majority of female doc-
torates. Most studies of publication productivity
have been conducted in English-language coun-
tries, like the United States and Canada, with
similar cultural and academic structures. Given
the well-documented role of cultural and insti-
tutional factors in women’s participation and
success in academia, it is critical to examine
women’s academic productivity and advance-
ment across a wide range of cultural, social, and
academic contexts.
The present study examined questions of fe-
male publication productivity and career ad-
vancement in academic psychology in Italy. We
chose psychology because it is a discipline that
has had for decades a female majority among its
doctorates. In Italy, the first two departments of
psychology opened in 1970. In 2004, 85% of
Italian University psychology degrees went to
women (Italian Institute of Statistics, 2004). In
the same spirit, we selected Italy as a case study
country because, in Europe, it ranks highly with
regard to representation of women among uni-
versity faculty, with women constituting 16% of
the full professors and 31% of the associate
professors in 2004 (European Commission,
2006). Italian women’s employment success is
supported by strong parental policies and na-
tional health care. For example, Italian women
have 5 months of paid maternity leave. Either
the mother or father may take a total of 10
months parental leave until the child’s ninth
birthday. In order to encourage fathers to apply
for leave, fathers can be granted an extra month
if they have applied for 3 months’ leave. Inci-
dentally, Italy’s birthrate is among the lowest in
the world. At the same time, Italy ranks low
among industrialized countries with regard to
female labor force participation, with only 52%
of women in the labor force in 2010 (Haus-
mann, Tyson, & Zahidi, 2010). Italy’s tenure
system is also different from the tenure system
dominant in, for example, the United States or
Canada. In Italy, faculty are tenured starting at
the rank of assistant professor. A tenured posi-
tion at each rank is achieved after an evaluation
of the candidate’s scientific publication record
during the 3 years preceding the evaluation. In
Italy, one can be a tenured assistant professor
for the duration of one’s career. This means that
in Italy, the pressure to publish typically asso-
ciated with being untenured is distributed across
ranks from the predoctoral and immediate post-
doctoral stage through the full professor stage.
It also means that tenure pressure is less likely
to coincide, for women, with their last decade of
fertility years, as is the case in the United States.
This is important considering some evidence
that productivity and career advancement tend
to be lower for women with children (Fox,
2005; Rothausen-Vange, Marler, & Wright,
2005; Stack, 2004; Xie & Shauman, 2003).
Building on theory and previous findings, the
current study aimed to answer the following
questions: What is the representation of Italian
female psychology academics across faculty
ranks, including high administrative posts? Is
the scientific productivity of Italian female psy-
chology academics different from that of their
male peers with regard to outcomes such as
number and kind of publications? Are rank,
department size, and tenure associated with
publication productivity?
Method
Participants
This study focused on the 250 (49%) women
and 261 (51%) men who were psychology pro-
fessors in Italian universities in 2004. Their
distribution by rank was as follows: 171 assis-
tant professors, 160 associate professors, and
180 full professors.
Procedure
University professors were identified based
on their being listed in the Italian Ministry of
Education, University and Research [Ministero
dell’Istruzione, dell’ Universita’ e della Ricerca
(MIUR)] website (www.miur.it). The MIUR
website indicated their full name, rank, and
department affiliation. To measure scientific
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productivity, we consulted PsycINFO, a data-
base of the American Psychological Associa-
tion (APA). We chose PsycINFO because it
indexes all major peer-reviewed journal articles,
book chapters, and books from Italian and in-
ternational departments of psychology and re-
lated-fields. The same APA database has been
used by a prior European study (Maass & Ca-
sotti, 2000) as well as by a recent study of
academic psychologists’ scientific productivity
in the United States (Joy, 2006).
We examined faculty publications dated be-
tween 1998 and 2004—a 7-year range. We
recorded each individual’s total number of pub-
lications. We also kept track of a) publication
nationality (domestic/Italian vs. international);
b) publication type (journal article, book, or
book chapter; and c) publication authorship or-
der (first author or not).
Department size was calculated based on the
number of full-time faculty, excluding single-
year, adjunct professors. When applied to fac-
ulty data for 2004, this criterion generated the
following department size breakdown of the 11
Italian psychology departments: three large de-
partments (Padova, Roma, and Torino) with a
total of 275 faculty (54% of 511); four medium
departments (Milano Bicocca, Firenze, Bolo-
gna, and Milano Sacro Cuore) with 155 faculty
(30% of 511); and four small departments (Na-
poli, Chieti, Trieste, Milano S. Raffaele)
with 81 faculty (16% of 511).
Results
Women’s Advancement Within Academic
Psychology
In 2004, women represented 67% of assistant
professors, 49% of associate professors, and
37% of full professors in Italian Psychology
Departments. As illustrated in Table 1, the dis-
tributions of women and men by rank were
significantly different (2  31.28, p  .001),
with the significant difference registered at both
the assistant and the full-professor levels. With
regard to tenure, there were 258 (138 women
and 120 men) untenured and 253 (122 women
and 131 men) tenured faculty in psychology
departments. There were significantly fewer fe-
male tenured full professors than male tenured
full professors (33 and 76, respectively); how-
ever, the reverse was true for tenured assistant
professors (55 and 22, respectively) (2  37.32
p  .001). There was equal representation of
women (N  34, 49%) and men (N  33, 51%)
among the tenured associate professors. Of 11
department chairpersons, four were women.
Women also represented about one-half (N 
18) of the 30 psychology program directors. As
shown in Table 1, tenured women were less
numerous than tenured men in both medium
and large departments, whereas the reverse was
true in small departments, although the differ-
ence was not statistically significant.
Table 1
Distribution of Female and Male Faculty by Rank and Department Size
Professor rank
Assistant
(n  171)
Associate
(n  160)
Full
(n  180)
Total
(n  511)
T U T U T U T U
Small department
Female 7 7 4 6 4 7 15 20
Male 1 6 0 20 10 8 11 34
Medium department
Female 17 21 5 23 8 9 30 53
Male 9 11 7 15 20 11 36 37
Large department
Female 31 31 25 16 21 18 77 65
Male 12 18 26 13 46 18 84 49
Total
Female 55 59 34 45 33 34 122 138
Male 22 35 33 48 76 37 131 120
Note. T  Tenured; U  Untenured.
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Women’s and Men’s Scientific Productivity
We first examined the number of publications
produced between 1998 and 2004 by the 511
individuals who were university faculty in
2004. Women’s and men’s publication produc-
tivities were more similar than different when
publication output was examined in clusters. An
equal proportion (31%) of female and male
faculty did not publish during the selected time.
Among those who did publish (N  354),
44% of women and 38% of men had between
one and 10 publications, and 7% of female
and 9% of male professors had 11 to 35
publications. However, more men than
women (7 men and 1 woman) had more
than 35 publications.
Overall, women had fewer publications than
men (approximately 4 vs. 6, respectively),
F  6.51, p  .01 when a one-way ANOVA
was performed. However, a 2  3 (Sex of
Faculty by Rank) factorial ANOVA on total
publications revealed no significant main effect
of sex of faculty, whereas a main effect of rank
was detected, F(2, 510)  8.66, p  .001, 2 
.033, with full professors having more publica-
tions than associate and assistant professors (see
Table 2). Similarly, women were less likely to
publish than men when journals, F  5.41, p 
.02, and books, F  5.53, p  .02, were con-
sidered separately, but sex of faculty was not
significant when rank was included in a two-
way ANOVA.
When we considered publication nationality
(domestic/Italian or international), a one-way
ANOVA showed that women and men were
equally as likely to publish in domestic outlets.
However, men had a significantly stronger pres-
ence in international venues, F  8.43, p 
.004. However, when a 2  3 (Sex of Faculty
by Rank) factorial ANOVA was performed on
each type of publication, we found that sex of
faculty was not significant, whereas a main ef-
fect of academic rank for both domestic publi-
cation, F(2, 510)  4.46, p  .012, 2  .017,
and international publication, F(2, 510)  8.66,
p  .001, 2  .033, were detected. Using
Bonferroni’s adjusted alpha levels, full profes-
sors were shown to have published more than
assistant professors but not more than associate
professors in domestic outlets. Full professors
also published more than both assistant and
associate professors in international outlets. No
significant interaction of academic rank with
sex of faculty was found.
Table 2
Women’s and Men’s Publication Type by Rank
Professor
rank
Assistant
(n  171)
M (SD)
Associate
(n  160)
M (SD)
Full
(n  180)
M (SD)
Total
(n  511)
M (SD)
Articles
Female 2.83 (3.82) 3.05 (3.96) 6.11 (7.77) 3.70 (5.28)
Male 3.50 (5.40) 4.18 (6.05) 6.59 (10.13) 5.11 (8.14)
Total 3.06 (4.42) 3.60 (5.10) 6.41 (9.33) 4.39 (6.87)
Books
Female 0.11 (0.37) 0.25 (0.64) 0.41 (0.97) 0.23 (0.76)
Male 0.58 (2.88) 0.23 (0.51) 0.63 (1.45) 0.50 (1.73)
Total 0.27 (1.72) 0.24 (0.58) 0.55 (1.30) 0.36 (1.31)
Domestic
Female 0.97 (1.75) 1.02 (1.80) 1.87 (2.45) 1.17 (1.97)
Male 0.88 (1.30) 1.25 (2.03) 1.26 (2.21) 1.21 (1.99)
Total 0.94 (1.61) 1.13 (1.91) 1.48 (2.31) 1.19 (1.98)
International
Female 1.96 (2.95) 2.27 (3.37) 4.64 (7.69) 2.72 (4.79)
Male 3.20 (7.45) 3.17 (5.39) 5.96 (9.85) 4.44 (8.23)
Total 2.39 (5.00) 2.71 (4.48) 5.48 (9.13) 3.56 (6.75)
Total
Female 2.93 (3.93) 3.30 (1.19) 6.51 (8.00) 3.93 (5.48)
Male 4.08 (7.82) 4.41 (6.25) 7.22 (10.83) 5.61 (9.03)
Total 3.33 (5.58) 3.84 (5.31) 6.97 (9.88) 4.75 (7.48)
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With regard to authorship, when rank was
considered in a two-way factorial ANOVA, a
main effect of sex of faculty was detected only
in the case of international articles (women,
M  1.08; men, M  1.61; F(2, 510)  4.36
p  .04, 2  .009) with female faculty having,
on average, fewer first-author international arti-
cles than male faculty, whereas women and men
did not differ with regard to authorship in the
other type of publications. On the contrary,
when rank was considered, a statistically signif-
icant difference in authorship was detected only
in the case of publications in English. Specifi-
cally, assistant professors published fewer inter-
national articles as first authors (M  .96) than
full professors (M  1.83), F(2, 510)  3.01,
p  .05, 2  .012. Full professors published
more books in English as first authors (M .35)
than either associate professors (M  .09) or
assistant professors (M .13), F(2, 510) 4.25
p  .02, 2  .017.
Finally, we found that department size was
associated with faculty publication productivity.
A one-way ANOVA revealed that professors in
small departments had higher publication pro-
ductivity than their colleagues in both medium
and large departments, F(5, 510)  3.34, p 
.04. However, in a 2  3 (Sex of Faculty by
Department Size) factorial ANOVA, the effect
of department size was statistically significant
only for international publications, F(2,
510)  4.35, p  .01, 2  .017. Faculty in
small departments had more international pub-
lications than faculty in medium and large de-
partments but similar domestic publications. No
significant interaction of department size by sex
of faculty was found (see Table 3).
To follow up on these findings, we performed
additional exploratory analyses. To explore
whether untenured faculty had more publica-
tions than tenured faculty, given the importance
of publications for tenure, a 2 (Sex of Fac-
ulty)  3 (Rank)  2 (Tenure) ANOVA was
conducted. A main effect for tenure was found,
F(5, 510)  5.81, p  .001, 2  .055, with
untenured faculty publishing more than tenured
faculty across ranks. Bonferroni’s post-hoc
pairwise comparisons clarified this effect: non-
tenured full professors had the highest publica-
tion output, relative to other faculty, excluding
tenured full professors (See Table 4). No main
effect of sex of faculty was detected.
Finally, we conducted a multiple regression
(stepwise method) to identify the variables as-
sociated with publication productivity, among
them sex of faculty, academic rank, and depart-
ment size. We found that rank was the best
predictor of productivity, accounting for 20% of
the variance (R squared  0.051; Adjusted R
square  0.047,   .201, t  4.63, p  .001).
The second most important variable was depart-
ment size, explaining 10% of the variance ( 
.100, t  2.31, p  .02, F(2, 508)  13.66, p 
.001). Sex of faculty was not a predictor of
publication productivity.
Discussion
In this study, we focused on questions of
scientific publication productivity and career
advancement of women and men in academia.
In the spirit of positive psychology, we targeted
what appears a model case for women’s career
advancement, psychology faculty in Italy—
psychology, because it is a discipline with a
strong and consistent record of female doctoral
graduates, and Italy because it is a country with
one of the highest female faculty presence
among European universities. We asked ques-
tions about female publication productivity be-
cause, for a long time, women’s underrepresen-
tation at the top ranks of academia has been
assumed to be related to their weaker scientific
performance.
Our findings about publication productivity
are consistent with those of previous studies
Table 3
Women’s and Men’s Domestic and International
Publications by Department Size
Publication type
Domestic
M (SD)
International
M (SD)
Total
M (SD)
Small department
Female .57 (1.4) 4.0 (9.0) 4.5 (8.9)
Male 1.2 (2.1) 7.1 (10.2) 8.3 (10.5)
Total .92 (1.8) 5.7 (9.8) 6.7 (10.0)
Medium department
Female 1.5 (2.3) 2.5 (3.8) 4.0 (5.0)
Male 1.1 (2.24) 4.3 (9.9) 5.5 (11.2)
Total 1.3 (2.2) 3.4 (7.3) 4.7 (8.5)
Large department
Female 1.2 (2.0) 2.5 (3.7) 3.7 (4.6)
Male 1.2 (1.8) 3.6 (6.1) 4.8 (6.7)
Total 1.2 (1.8) 3.0 (5.0) 4.2 (5.7)
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(see Kite et al., 2001, for a review of United
States’ studies). For example, in line with past
studies, we found that female faculty had lower
(in this study, about one third lower) overall
publication rates than their male peers, espe-
cially as senior authors. However, in this study
as in previous ones, there was variability in
women’s and men’s scientific productivity de-
pending on the productivity index used. Specif-
ically, in this study, women and men did not
differ with regard to number of domestic pub-
lications, confirming a trend reported for India
by Lemoine (1992), and for Italy by D’Amico
and Di Giovanni (2000). Similarly, past studies
have found that, although men tend to publish
more articles overall, women publish higher
citation articles (Long, 1992) and in higher-
impact journals (Mauleo´n & Bordons, 2006).
In this study, female-male differences in sci-
entific publications disappeared when academic
rank was considered—a finding consistent with
publication trends by United States’ academic
psychologists (Joy, 2006) as well as publication
trends by Spanish material scientists (Mauleo´n
& Bordons, 2006). Thus, it appears that rank is
a most influential factor in publication produc-
tivity. In the current study, the absence of a
significant interaction between rank and sex of
faculty indicates that, at each rank, women pub-
lished at the same rate as men—a trend con-
firmed also by the absence of an interaction
effect between tenure status and sex of faculty.
Among Italian academic psychologists, full pro-
fessors produced the greatest number of publi-
cations, especially in international venues. The
fact that in Italy tenure is not timed with pro-
motion to associate professor, but may be
achieved at any rank, including at the full-
professor rank, may add to the higher produc-
tivity of full professors. Untenured full profes-
sors in particular may keep up their publication
record in order to be eligible for tenure. Prior
studies have generated mixed findings on the
productivity of full professors (e.g., Noorden-
bos, 1992; as compared to Lee & Bozeman,
2005; or Nakhaie, 2002), with variability also
by sex of faculty (Joy, 2006). A recent study
(Joy, 2006) of United States’ academic psychol-
ogists found that men publish more than women
during the pre-tenure stage but not thereafter,
while women increase their publication rates
once they attain senior status—something not
true of men. In Joy’s study (2006), a subset of
highly productive junior men who were moving
to more prestigious universities accounted for
much of the gender difference in publication
rate.
Our findings about institution type challenge
prior observations on the advantage, for publi-
cation productivity, of being affiliated with
larger, more prestigious universities. At the
same time, our findings about institution con-
firm the importance of institutional context on
productivity, with the type of effect of institu-
tional context varying depending on nationality.
Future studies are recommended to investigate
the stability, generalizability, and meaning of
this study’s scientific productivity trends, both
in Italy and elsewhere.
This study’s findings about women’s aca-
demic careers also indicate that, in psychology
and in Italy, as is the case for other disciplines
elsewhere (Kite et al., 2001), women have made
important progress in academia. In Italy,
women represent over two thirds of tenured
psychology assistant professors and one half of
tenured psychology associate professors. At the
same time, women in Italy continue to be un-
derrepresented at the higher academic ranks.
This study found that only 30% of tenured psy-
chology professors were women. In addition,
about one third of department chairs were
women whereas more than half of program di-
rectors were women. Considering that women
have earned a majority of Italian psychology
doctorates for several decades, reaching repre-
sentation across all ranks of academia at levels
commensurate with their degree-earnings ratio
has been very slow for Italian women. Although
women’s presence in Italian academic psychol-
ogy is undoubtedly strong, trends in female-
Table 4
Women’s and Men’s Publications by Rank
and Tenure
Professor
rank
Assistant
M (SD)
Associate
M (SD)
Full
M (SD)
Tenured
Female 2.11 (3.04) 2.52 (3.34) 4.88 (5.19)
Male 4.59 (12.14) 2.57 (4.71) 6.64 (9.81)
Total 2.81 (6.97) 2.55 (4.04) 6.11 (8.69)
Untenured
Female 3.73 (4.60) 3.71 (4.58) 8.00 (9.61)
Male 3.94 (4.06) 5.35 (6.59) 8.70 (12.79)
Total 3.80 (4.38) 4.55 (5.73) 8.36 (11.30)
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male psychology faculty are consistent with fe-
male-male trends for faculty in general, as noted
in a recent report published by the European
Commission (2006). The report noted that in the
European Union (EU), there are fewer women
as one moves up academic ranks. In the 23 EU
countries examined in this report, only 6% of
women were full professors, in comparison to
18% of men. Similarly, a review of studies
tracking the representation of women in aca-
demia in the United States (Ceci et al., 2009)
noted that women are not well represented in
top academic positions in fields such as philos-
ophy, medicine, law, and veterinary science,
despite their being well represented among the
doctorates in those fields.
This study’s findings should be interpreted in
light of its methodological features and limita-
tions. We recorded publication productivity for
a recent, 7-year period rather than over an indi-
vidual’s career. A recent, short-term perspective
may be a better measure of women’s produc-
tivity because women have become established
in academia more recently than men, which
translates to a lower total number of publica-
tions (Xie & Shauman, 1998). At the same time,
a career perspective on female and male publi-
cation productivity would surely be informa-
tive, especially in fields where women have
reached at least parity at the rank of tenured full
professor.
We acknowledge that our short-term period
focus on productivity likely did not prevent
experience from influencing our outcome mea-
sures. Our female-male productivity gap was
probably impacted by differences in female-
male seniority status within ranks as well as the
fact that women were a minority of tenured full
professors. Full professors usually publish
more. This is typically a result of full profes-
sors’ greater involvement in networks known to
promote publications, including national and in-
ternational scientific academies. Full professors
are also more likely to have resources, such as
labs, research assistants, and collaborators, all
of which contribute to making publishing easier
and more efficient (Lee & Bozeman, 2005;
Long, 1992). Finally, it is important to consider
that, in Italy, full professors are more likely to
be awarded external funding (Cornoldi et al.,
1994). According to a recent study, grants are
one of the best predictors of productivity (Lee &
Bozeman, 2005). The fact that, in our study,
female full professors did not differ from male
full professors in terms of publication produc-
tivity is a testimony to women’s accomplish-
ments as recent newcomers to the highest aca-
demic ranks. To conclude, interpretation of our
findings is limited by the fact that we did not
have access to information known to affect pub-
lications, including seniority, grant funding,
number and kind of courses taught, and area of
specialization. Given the variability of findings
on female productivity depending on the mea-
sures used, future studies would benefit from a
broader range of productivity outcomes, includ-
ing journal impact and citation rates.
Finally, we wish to highlight a unique feature
and strength of our study: its national sample.
This feature brought breadth and comprehen-
siveness to our analysis. By contrast, as noted
by Long and Fox (1995), many studies of pro-
ductivity and academic advancement are based
on non-representative, elite university samples.
To conclude, female and male patterns of
scientific publication and academic advance-
ment are still a puzzle (Cole & Zuckerman,
1984), both in terms of measurement and expla-
nation issues. It is unclear what may be the best
measures of productivity (Bell & Gordon, 1999;
Ceci et al., 2009) as well as the best predictors
of productivity (Long & Fox, 1995; Prpic´,
2002). There is also debate on the relationship
and the directionality of influence between pro-
ductivity and academic advancement (Long &
Fox, 1995; Schulze, Warning, & Wiermann,
2008; Winkler, 2000). Gender biases in the re-
view processes associated with publishing as
well as with academic advancement have been
documented (Jime´nez-Rodrigo, Martı´nez-
Morante, Garcı´a-Calvente, & A´ lvarez-Dardet,
2008; Wenneras & Wold, 2000; Wold &
Wenneras, 1997). Against this background, our
findings for academic psychology in Italy con-
firm trends observed among other disciplines
and in other countries that women’s scientific
productivity is growing in parallel with wom-
en’s representation in academia. At the same
time, this study’s findings, together with those
of other studies (Kulis, Sicotte, & Collins,
2002), also suggest that it takes a long time for
a strong and steady female doctoral pipeline and
strong female scientific productivity to influ-
ence the representation of women in academia,
especially at its top ranks.
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